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REMARKS 

Prior to the aforementioned Office; action, claims 2-5; 12V16, 20-22 and 29-32 
were said to be allowable. In the Office, action, the allowability^ claims 2-5 and 29-32 
has been withdrawn. Now, only claims^t2-16 and 20-22 are.sa$ to be allowable. 
Claims 1-1 1 , 17-19 and 23-34 have alH been rejected as allege^ unpatentable over 
various combinations of newly cited art! *By this amendment, c^ims 23-27 have been 
cancelled and the remaining claims hay£ been amended to'dist^gtii.sh the invention 
over the newly cited art, as discussed iiii more detail below;; Thys, claims 1-22 and 28- 
34 remain in the application and are believed to be patentable over-the art of record. 

Applicant notes with appreciation She continued indiGatidn of allowability of claims 
12-16 and 20-22. Applicant has not yet rewritten these claims-^ be independent of any 
rejected claim because Applicant still believes, that rejected: fclafin 11^ from which these 
claims depend, should also be allowables nowamendedylonfeasbns discussed 
below. •'='' 

In section 4 of the Office actions-claims 1-3> 5-10, 23-30^ and 32-34 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly uripatentable oyer Gaii|^nella (US 6,333,922) in 
view of Brooks (US 6,577,524). The Examiner argues thaf^Cl^pahella teaches a 

method for power gating a downlink bf am frame signal comprising: transmitting ... at 

least a first header signal ...a second Reader signal; and rse^nd payload signal 
The Examiner cites a number of figu remand textual passages ihr support of this 
contention, but Applicant believes that jtbne of the specifically ^jted pasisages is 
relevant to the present invention. 
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In particular, it is Applicant's position that Campanelfa dfces not teach or suggest 
a method for power gating, in the sense that this expression is; used, in the present 
application. 

« Referenced FIG. 1 depicts a satfciiite communication; system in general, but does 
not any suggestion of power gating. 

* Referenced FIG. 10 is a schematic diagram illustrating s^ichroniziation and 
multiplexing operations for recoy^ng.codM-broadi^st;0i|&nn6ls at a receiver, 
but there is no suggestion of power gating of a transmitter, 

♦ Referenced text atcolumn 4, lines 1-4 and 18-26 discuses, respectively, routing 
of multiple channels to one or rhote TDM downlink fearr^; arid the format of a 
broadcast channel frame. Again, {here is no'mentioif of tl^nsmitter power gating. 

• Referenced FIG. 4 depicts broadcast charinel frame forj^ts, but again there is 
no suggestion of transmitter poviifer gating, 

♦ Referenced text at column 6, lines 1 6-19 describes a frame format, but there is 
no suggestion of transmitter power gating. ; ' . . . 

• Referenced text at column 7, lines 18-33 discusses the broadcast channel frame 
format of FIG. 4, but without reference to or suggestion '0f transmitter power 
gating. ; '■ 

m Referenced text at column 15, ffjcies discusses timergating for a "correlation 
event/ 1 Closer review of the patent specification re^afls^atthis textual passage 
is concerned with channel reooyeiry and synchronization The "correlation event" 
referred to has to do with recognition of a master frarne >^5mnble (MFP) of 96 

symbols, and has nothing at all^o do with-transmitte* poster gating. 

* * •■ * ** ■. 
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The Examiner further observes: ? But Campanula fails tq teach when a power 
gating signal is active, removing RF power from at least one of the first header signal 
and first payload signal in combination; and the second hesfae|s?gna( arid second 
payload signal in combination, thereby] reducing DC power con$^rnption. n This 
sentence is, at best, difficult to understand in view of the feet that Carhpanella does not 
teach or suggest a power gating signalof any kind, f |jierefore,it|e alleged only 
deficiency of Campanella is not cured by. the additional citation^* Brooks, which, in any 
event, does not cure the perceived deficiency. 

Brooks discloses memory structures, portions of whieh are referred to as 
"payload portions" because they are u$ed for storage of "payload data," a term that is 
used only to distinguish from memory cells that contain "admihiWative data," (See 
column 2, lines 31-42.) The Brooks irw^ntioji concerns memo^; structures that have 
portions that are selectively disabled for jpower conservation ttius, the Brooks patent 
pertains to selectively disabling memoi^structures for purfios^ of p6wer conservation, 
while the present invention uses transmitter pow€sr gating for $0p6&$s of power 
conservation. The only commonality between Brooks and ithefiresent invention is that 
both are concerned with power conservation;: but in totally d^erent contexts. The 
Examiner appears to have attached mbte than a : tittle : §igni^ea^tee to the term "payload 
data" as used in the Brooks memory picture, arid also apfpesttS to have equated the 
"payload" portions of the Brooks memory structure with th%p^ibad data transmitted in 
the present invention. Brooks teache^isabling unused portidets of a memory structure 
that happen to contain "payload data r -' ^nd does not teacti;br stiggest selectively 
disabling or power gating an RF transmitter. 
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Accordingly, the combination of Campanella and Brooks doesVnot render obvious 
the present invention, especially as defined in amended dairns-i: and 28, for example. 
First, the two references are in totally different fields of endeavor, Second; and 
probably because of the disparate fields of endeavor, there is hoi suggestive or 
incentive provided in either reference thait they might be usefully; combined. Third, 
because nothing in the two referencesvteaches or suggestspowiar gating of a 
transmitter, the combination of the twa;r$ferences, if attempted;-.,, wotild not result in the 
present invention. 

With regard to claims 2 and 29, the Examiner asserts thai* Campanella teaches 
hopping the downlink beam frame signal between at. least tWo^restrial cells (citing 
FIG. 1 and column 3, line 42 to column^, line .7), Campanellff ; talks. about routing 
channels to one or more downlink beams, but there is no disclosure of hopping the 
beam sequentially from one downlink beam to the next. Ih:any ! fventi even if 
Campanella did disclose downlink beam hopping, this would not overcome the 
deficiencies noted above in the rejection'; of the independent cfefms. 

With regard to claims 3 and 30,ithe Examiner asserte tfr^t Campanella teaches 
the step of activating the power gating^signal based on thaiterrestrial cell which the 
downlink beam frame signal is currently popped. 4 - 

• The referenced text at column 3; line 42 to column 4. Iirta7 discloses multiple 
downlink beams, but not beam hopping, ahd certairt^ rtgt a step of activating a 
power gating signal. 

• The referenced text at column ^5; lines 1-8 pertain? to s^nal' acquisition and 
recovery, as discussed earlier, and not to power gating. 

] 12 •'.) 
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Regarding claims 5 and 32, the Examiner asserts trtit Campa'ilella teaches the 
step of activating the power gating signal in order to maintain aft'ileast one data queue 
on average approximately at preselected occupancy level. 

• The referenced text at column 0; lines 5-8 pertains to selection of a frame period 
duration for a particular purpose*. and not to pojjver gating^ 

• The referenced text at column 12, lines 38-47, relates generally to buffering but 
again has nothing to do with povter gating signals. • . .. 

Regarding claims 6 and 33, the^Examlher asserts that ^np.ahella teaches the 
step of transmitting a first flush signal and a second flush sighajkcitirig FIG. 1 1 . 
Applicant notes that FIG. 1 1 depicts operations performed frj a^celver, not in a 
transmitter. (See brief description of the drawings at column 2fjljnes:64-67.) 
Accordingly, it is difficult to see how the figure pertains to the l|feect:matter of the 
invention. The Examiner concedes thatiCampanell.a fails- X6 t6|f|h certain elements of 
the claims, but goes on to rely again ojn Brooks for itealleged tejachifig of "removing 
power from at least one of the first heatfer signal ..." and so fqlft. Brooks, however, 
pertains to removing power from unused portions of amenioiy^tructure, and not to 
selectively removing power from an RF trarisrriitfer. As with : thefinv0iitior» of claim 1 or 
claim 28, the invention of claim 6 or claim 33 would hot have Izj&fen rendered obvious by 
the combination of the two cited references, ^ above with 

reference to claims 1 and 28. 

Regarding claims 7, 8 and 9, vip Examiner asserts :^hat0rooks teaches the 
respective additionally recited features, :However p appointed ^feit above, Brooks 
pertains to removing power from selected portions of/a memor^istructufe and not to 



PAGE 16J1 9 • RCVD AT 6/1 5/2004 5:07:40 PM [Eastern Daylight rrme] ' SVR:USPT0^FXRF-1/4 * DN!S:8729306 * CSID: 8053439607 * DURATION (mm-ss): 11-02 



l^^7 NOEL HEAL LAW ^^I< 



06715/2884 14:08 805343S507 NOEL HEAL LAW dff ICE PAGE 17 

Appln. No. 09/599,042 . docket No. 22-0127 

selectively removing power from an RF transmitter for purposes? of power gating. 
Therefore, it is believed that these dependent claims should bef allowable with 
independent claim 1 . 

Regarding claims 1 0 and 34, the. Examiner asserts triat#ooks teaches the 
additionally recited features. The cited text beginning at cobmh:i2 r line 43 pertains to 
coupling of a power signal to various portions of a memory strCi^ture; Once again, any 
similarity with the present invention seems to be based solely oft use of the term 
"payload" in each. 

Regarding claims 23-27, drawn to! a power gate r d fi^e.signal, these claims have 
been cancelled. 

In section 5 of the action, claims 4 arid 31 were rejecte^^ndor 35 U.S.C^ 
§103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over Campanella in vie\#;df:jirook8 and further in 
view of Trans (US Appln. No. 2003/0086515). The latter referdQce isi relied on for an 
alleged teaching of activating a power gating signal based on a L statistical multiplexing 
estimate of downlink frame utilization. ■ Jtis hot clear from tHfe e^$d passages in Trans 
whether transmitter gating is being usei^for a power conservation purpose or for some 
other purpose. In other words, the Examiner's assertion that W^ns teaches ''activating 
a power gating signal" is not supported^ the cited text, althou|jfi Applicant cannot say 
for a certainty that there is no support feir the Examirver's contd^iori hidden somewhere 
else in the 96-page specification and 96 -sheets of drawings lr>;any '«vent Applicant 
believes that the claims should be allowable as depefldent^ciafotts, for the same reason 
that amended independent claims 1 and 28 should -be allowable. 
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In section 6 of the action, claims 11 and 17-19 were rejected Under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over Gampanella. in view: of Larrick (US 6,690,741), 
and further in view of Brooks. 

Regarding claim 11, the Examiner asserts that- CampaneHa teaches a power- 
gating module for power gating a downlink beam frame signal.- (As discussed above 
with respect to other claims, Applicant .finds no teaching of power gating in 
Campanella.) Larrick is relied on for itsteaching of a ''power gate controller" (134, FIG. 
8), which clearly controls power to a gated power arhplifier (160$: This disclosure of 
Larrick pertains to an ultra wideband dsatia transmission system- Jn which short pulses of 
relatively wide bandwidth are transmitted. Ultra wideband (UWB) systems are used to 
transmit data in radar systems and communication systems. TK£ power gate controller 
is part of the circuitry that produces the UWB pulses: lit is not, heweyer, used to gate a 
transmitter to conserve downlink power, as In the present invention. When viewed in 
this proper context, then, the only similarity between the present- invention and the 
Larrick disclosure is that they both include a power switch of S6|ne kind. Nothing in 
Larrick suggests power gating an RF transmitter to conserve doWnHnk power. 
Therefore, the combination of the teachings of Campanella: anii Larrick would not have 
been obvious and neither patent document contains any suggestion that they might be 
usefully combined. The Examiner further relies on Brooks for -3$ alleged teaching of a 
power gating signal, but as Applicant has pointed out above, Briooks.pertains to power 
conservation in a memory structure, ntrtin ah RF transmitter, and contains no 
suggestion that its teachings might be; usefully combined wjth those of Campanella and 
Larrick. Accordingly, it is Applicant's position that the. ExamineVhas hot made out a 
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prima facie case of obviousness of theclaimed invention based on these three 
references. * 

To further distinguish the invention from the cited artfthe independent claims 
have been amended to mention in eacih instance a a transmitter^ and to further recite 
where appropriate that it is the transmrtter that is power gafed,: ^ times when certain 
portions of data are being presented for transmission- Certain pnes of the dependent 
claims have also been amended for consistency with the ihc)e0fepdent claims. These 
changes are believed to distinguish more clearly over the Brooks patent disclosure, 
which pertains to selectively disconnecting power from a memory structure- 
In view of the foregoing reniarfcs, Applicant respeeffuliy ^ requests 
withdrawal of the rejections and formaj allowance of claims- 1-22:and 28^34. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: June 15, 2004 
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